Historically, housing policy profiles of Turkey and the Netherlands differ due to the socio-economic processes the countries experienced. The Second World War in the Netherlands, for instance, was severe: a considerable part of the housing stock had been ruined because of war and new housing was desperately needed. To meet the urgent housing need, state intervention
INTRODUCTION
Entry to home ownership (EHO) is one of the most significant steps that a household takes during household careers (1). It is not only an economic decision of households but also a social and cultural attitude towards housing. It has spatial repercussions within the urban arena as well. In the literature, the process of entry to home ownership has been studied numerous times (Fejitsen and Mulder, 2002; Megbolugbe and Linneman (1993) ; Clark, Deurloo and Dieleman (1997) ; Dieleman and Everaers (1994) ; Mulder and Wagner (1998) etc.) for different countries. In many of them, factors hypothetically affect this process are found similar and may be grouped under four headings as: household status, characteristics of housing stock, socio-cultural factors, housing finance and external factors. EHO process involves additionally, socio-economic and demographic characteristics of countries and ideological and political contexts.
Housing is one of the indicative attributes with joint significance in socioeconomic performance for any country. Due to socio-cultural, economical and urbanization processes experienced, policies implemented and their effects in the stock could be wide-ranged. In Turkey, free market processes with almost no intervention ruled under circumstances of rapid urbanization. In the Netherlands, to meet the urgent housing need which arose after Second World War, centralized social housing policies were dominant. The influences of these policies in the stock also varied considerably putting owner occupation and renting in distinct positions in the two countries.
was inevitable. Social housing policy was developed and strictly followed until the 1990s, after which significant policy changes came into effect.
Turkey was not involved in the Second World War, and housing need was not necessarily a post war problem necessitating state involvement. Rather, housing need became a problem after the 1980s when migration to big cities began due to several processes that Turkey was experiencing. In Turkey, the severe housing need that arose in 1980s, was primarily met by the private developer entrepreneurs and in terms of various processes of private provision in the market (Balamir, 1975; 1982; 1996a) . The role of the government has generally been passive, and direct provision was not carried by the central or local governments in Turkey, except after big natural disasters.
Historical events and responding policies to the problem of housing varied in Turkey and the Netherlands. Deliberately or not, while the former allowed the development of the stock by private entrepreneurs, the latter chose to devote such powers to its central government. This discrepancy in housing policies in the two countries implied tenure type disparities as well. While in the Netherlands 'public renting' appeared to be the solution, 'owner occupation' became the distinguishing feature in Turkey. As a result, the two countries represent opposites in terms of their housing policies.
These distinct policies resulted in different achievements and problems. In the Netherlands, for instance, extensive social housing policy solved housing shortage and shelter problems. However in the long term, this policy resulted in a stagnant market and put financial burdens on governments (Boelhouwer and van der Heijden 1992) . Implementation of subsidy programs further led to household and housing unit mismatches (Dieleman and Van Kempen, 1994) . Through development of mortgage law and promotion of owner occupation, the system attempts to give greater choice options to households in recent years. In the Turkish case, on the other hand, the incapacity to intervene in the market provision of housing led to the development of unauthorized housing in various forms including gecekondu. Especially after the 1960s, with massive migration from rural areas to big cities, the problem of housing became a substantial problem (Sarıoğlu, 2007) .
Housing systems deliberately or not favored one tenure type over the other, and the socio-economic circumstances experienced in countries lead emergence of a variety of modes of access to home ownership which can be grouped as Entry to home ownership profiles (EHOPs). Due to these socioeconomic processes, distinct paths have evolved in home owner trajectories defined in this study as "entry to home ownership profiles" (EHOPs) in the two countries. Any EHOP refers to a particular way of becoming home owner, reflecting the repercussions from the contextual differences in demography, housing systems and housing stocks in the two countries. Throughout the paper, by the term "EHOP", paths households follow in order to become owner occupiers is meant. These profiles are highly associated with the socio-economic circumstances of households and countries. Therefore, they do differ significantly from country to country. EHOPs defined for a country do not add up to cover positions of all owner occupiers rather reveal the prevalent ways to OO in the both countries.
In this paper, profiles formed out of those processes are examined. Before examining the EHOPs of the two countries, however, the two housing systems are evaluated. In doing so, data like population and building census and inflation rates are employed. Additionally, raw data sets of Household Budget Survey (HBS, 2003) for Turkey and Housing Demand Survey (Woningbehoefte Onderzoek- WBO-2002) for the Netherlands are processed. HBS is prepared by State Institute of Statistics (TURKSTAT) and WBO by Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment (VROM). The Dutch survey is a more comprehensive data set which provides information on the previous housing and household characteristics of the households. These data sets are fortunately similar to each other in several attributes making a cross country research possible. Primary variables (such as tenure status and household size, age of Hh Head etc) which are included in the analysis are available in both data sets.
POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHIC ATTRIBUTES IN THE TWO COUNTRIES
The Turkish population is comparatively higher among Western Countries (2). Since the foundation of the Republic, the Turkish population increased more than 5 times in 80 years and reached to over 70 million in 2007. Not only the total figures but also the population increases in the two countries are divergent. In the same period of time, from 1927 to 2007, Dutch population doubled which is a comparatively modest increase for such a long period of time. The Turkish population increased more than 5 times. These population differences have created distinct demands in the two housing stocks. The quantity of housing demand inevitably has been a priority in Turkey much more than it has been in the Netherlands.
In the same period, the urbanization level of Turkey also changed dramatically; Turkey became a 70.5 % urban country from a 75 % rural country (3). Migration figures further support the rapid urbanization Turkey experienced. The ratio of migrated population to cities comprises almost 13 % of all urban population in the 1975-2000 period (Sarıoğlu, 2007) .
Turkey is characterized with a young population. 26.4 % of the total population is younger than 15 years old (2007) . This ratio has a decreasing tendency though: it reached from 41.4 % in 1935 to 29.7 % in year 2000 (4) . Although currently characterized with a younger population, the figures support that the Turkish population is getting older. The Netherlands, on the contrary, experienced this population trend previously and its population is now characterized with population ageing. Only 24 % of its population is now younger than 20 years old. The share of this age group was 38 % in 1935, 25.6 % in 1990 and decreased to 24.4 % in 2000 (5) .
Age composition of the populations provides insights for demands in housing, including tenure choice, preferences in type and size of the dwellings etc. They should be carefully analyzed together with other factors, since, contrary to the literature, a younger population does not necessarily imply higher renting ratios (as in Turkish case) while older population does not always favor owning (as in the Netherlands).
Another difference between the two populations is observed in household formation. Individual household formation starts at younger ages in the Netherlands which could be linked to higher GDP per capita (6) and prevalent individualistic life styles. As Coleman and Garssen (2002) Priemus (2001b, 278) denotes that economic growth boosts separate household formation and when the economy is growing, individual members in a household could have adequate income to secure a dwelling in the housing market and to start a household of their own. single person household even before a partnership. Similarly, the three generation households are very exceptional in the Netherlands supporting the argument of Coleman and Garssen (2002, 454) that the Dutch seem to be disinclined to economize on space by living with their relatives, or indeed with anyone else. On the contrary, cohabiting without marriage is very rare in Turkey (7), almost nonexistent in rural areas, and single person households are set mostly when the person moves to another city for university or for work. While living in the same city, generally speaking, separate single person household is not formed even at ages over 30. Three generation households are fairly common especially in rural areas, increasing the average household sizes in Turkey. Although, the ratio of ≤ 24 aged persons in the whole population is 50. 3 % (8), only 1 % forms separate private households in Turkey. This is an indicator showing that Turkish people form private households at later ages than in most European countries. Generally speaking, in Turkey, leaving the family takes place as a result of marrying and/or moving to a different city for working or studying (Sarıoğlu et. al, 2007) , unlike many Western countries where after the age of 18 it is common to form a private household no matter the education and/or marriage circumstances of the people.
6.
However, Turkish people on average marry at younger ages: the average age of first marriage for men is 26.1 and for women 22.8 in Turkey (9). In the Netherlands, yet, average age at first marriage for men is 36.3 and for women 33.2 (10). Household disintegration, as well, is quite distinct in Turkey. Marriage is still one of the strongest social bonds in the society which is positively assessed as an institution. In 2006, divorce rate for whole Turkey was only 1.28 ‰ (11). However, in the Netherlands, divorce rate is 9.2 ‰ (per 1000 couples) (12). This is also reason for the high ratio of single parent households in the Netherlands. In 2008, there are 466 thousand single parents in the Netherlands. Since 1995, the number of single parent households increased by 30 percent which is estimated to reach 494 thousand in 2016 (13). Therefore, the fact that Turkish people form private households at later ages could lead to "ownership at later ages" as well, since the individual housing careers begin later than the Netherlands. Yet, if the household formation is mostly due to marriage, which is the usual case in Turkey, it triggers EHO since marriage is one of the most significant triggers of EHO. In the housing stock, this characteristic may imply that in Turkey when private household is formed, it is at a phase that households had already came to an age and have stable features which are convenient to be home owners rather than staying in the rental sector. This tendency of Turkish households may indicate cultural significance of the tenure in the estimation of households as well as their immobile character due to several barriers such as limitations in the stock, financial burdens of transaction costs etc.
For the Netherlands, however, marriage can not be argued to have a direct influence in EHO as, generally speaking; household formation does not necessarily happen due to marriage (which includes many positive for owning like increased commitment and stability levels, having children etc). There is a period of time that Dutch households prefer to be mobile due to unstable household attributes they have. This characteristic has repercussions in tenure choice. No matter the income they earn, for that group of households renting would be a better option for a certain period of time. The length of this time can be argued to be longer than the Turkish one since average marriage age is higher and private household formation is earlier in the Netherlands. The general household formation process in the Netherlands therefore may represent a structure of 'first renting then owning'. In Turkey, as a result of dominancy of household formation due to marriage, housing careers may begin with owning in many cases, when possible.
Rather than population figures, number of households could provide better insights. In Turkey, although the population is over 70 million (2007) , the number of households is 15 million (2000) (14) . When compared to The Netherlands, where population is over 16 million with almost 7.2 million (2007) households, the significant Hh Size and demographic dissimilarities between the two countries can be comprehended. The varieties certainly have reflections in housing systems.
When the number of households in the two countries is assessed regarding total population figures, Hh size differences can be seen as well. In terms of Hh size, Turkey has been characterized with large households. Regarding previous years, however, average Hh size is on decrease. In 2003, results of Household Budget Survey (HBS) demonstrate that average Hh size in urban areas is even smaller: 4.0. 1 person households comprise only 3.9 % of the urban population. These figures are still high and when compared to Western countries.
Large Hh size in Turkey mainly stems from high number of children and existence of 3 generation households (15 %) even in the urban areas. However, Hh size is decreasing because of increases in the ratio of single households and decreases in the ratio of 3 generation households especially in urban Turkey. High Hh size generally indicates high stability and commitment levels which positively affect entry to home ownership. Thus, it is anticipative that high household size in Turkey would bring a high stability level which is strongly associated with becoming a home owner. Further, it is expected that the stock in Turkey should have larger dwellings with more rooms to meet the needs of households (Sarıoğlu et al. 2007 ).
In the Netherlands, average Hh size is smaller. As housing policies are developed regarding these demographic factors, housing need, tenure type and physical attributes of housing stock will certainly be distinct in Turkey and the Netherlands. Personal and cultural preferences would be totally different for both cases; the dominance of small dwellings would not necessarily lead overcrowding in the Netherlands. In Turkey, with large households, prevalence of small sized dwellings would certainly result in overcrowding.
TENURE AND HOUSING STOCK IN THE TWO COUNTRIES a. Turkey
Rapid urbanization process in an almost uncontrolled housing system resulted in a unique tenure typology pattern in Turkey leading to the dominance of home ownership, followed by private renting and unauthorized building stock ( Table 2 ). Housing choices of Turkish households did not follow the cliché dynamics such as 'if householder expects a child, then a bigger house is desired, then likelihood of becoming home owner increases since owner occupied housing is on average larger,' etc. Rather, primary motives in housing went hand in hand with household concerns to decrease future ambiguities and financial matters like; 'if a house can be bought-no matter seeking the proper matching-, more money can be saved, then it becomes easier to buy the second one which can be rented out and capital returns can be realised,' etc. This understanding of home ownership as a medium in solving both housing issues and future Table 2 . Turkey-Urban-Rural tenure ratios (1987, 1990, 1994, 2000, 2003) . From the perspective of administrations as well, housing problem of the citizens was considered together with macro concerns like growth and improvement of economic conditions. The multiplier effects of housing industry are welcomed especially by right wing parties as saver of recession periods. Like the emphasis of US administrations on home ownership considering its community improvement effects, in Turkey, housing is mostly regarded with its macro economic repercussions. The Justice and Development Party's strong emphasis on "housing mobilization" which was initiated during their first government period (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) is mostly due to multiplier effects of housing industry in the macro economy, rather than real demands for housing. As a part of this mobilization project, in approximately 2 years, the aim was to begin construction of 150 000 (16), and in 9 years -until 2011-500 000 new dwellings (17), (HDA, 2008) all over the country (18).
The high home ownership ratios that could be maintained even in the absence of a housing finance system in Turkey is due to serious concerns of households both for "shelter" and "future ambiguities" which made housing the best option to solve the both. Therefore, obstacles -like the absence of a financial system-in entry to home ownership could be overcome by informal and personal debt relations for many households. Households devoted financial resources unreservedly. This choice then proved home ownership as the safest way for housing problem not only for themselves but also for next generations, their children as well. Rather than seeking for a proper housing-household match, primary aim was just to become home owners since even the smallest-oldest units could provide capital gains, while in addition, solving their housing problem. Further, once became home owners, it has been easier to save for the second and third homes by which greater capital returns could be realized due to the possibility of private renting out in Turkey. As home ownership provided many positive extras to its owners, more and more households have been attracted resulting in emergence of a class of home owners who are asset rich. This of course does not imply that they are "income poor" considering the credit debt payments; rather, real estate incomes may increase total incomes in numerous cases. Home ownership thus has been not only a matter of shelter but also a matter of earning capital returns in Turkey resulting in ambitions of home ownership. This process eventually caused 'emergence of a household class of home owners' who, from the other side of the coin, are the owners of private rented sector as well. This process eventually caused 'emergence of a household class of home owners' who, from the other side of the coin, are the owners of private rented sector as well. These groups of households who are multi owners, who do not pay rent themselves, who earn rental incomes, represent a prevalent understanding of "mercenary ownership".
Similar to high home ownership ratios, high private rented ratios in Turkey arose because of the peculiar and rapid urbanization processes experienced (19 19. Turkish urbanization process has been examined from distinct perspectives among Turkish scholars. Balamir (1982 Balamir ( , 1996a Balamir ( , 1999 for instance, links the Turkish urbanization process mostly to the absence of sufficient capital accumulation in urban areas and to the existence of socio-economic relations which arose due to flat ownership. On the other hand, scholars like Şenyapılı (1998, 2004) attempt to describe Turkish urbanization process from the physical outcomes, like gecekondu in cities, and primarily associates Turkish urbanization process with "urban pull-rural push" relations.
sector was made possible. The flat ownership law legalized an already developed form of tenure relations in urban areas. Renting in Turkey thus corresponds only to private renting in the absence of public renting. All rented stock is privately owned by households (Balamir, 1999) . High ratios in private renting could be realized firstly because high home ownership ratios (ambitions) facilitated private renting to emerge and secondly because, public renting as an alternative tenure form was never favored by authorities. This type of renting pattern can be considered to be too liberal since even in countries like USA where market forces dominate almost all relations in housing; there is more administrative control over the private rented sector than the Turkish case. Further, in the USA, the owners of the private rented sector are not necessarily the private households who rent out their dwellings according to personal modalities. Additionally, the private renting is not alone even in the USA; it is supported with public housing where possible (20).
As a result of flat ownership, private contractors in Turkey were able to generate a well developed housing industry in terms of number of units annually produced. In subsequent three years (1993) (1994) (1995) for instance, more than half a million units were annually produced (Sarıoğlu et al., 2007) and as Balamir (1982) argues, the number of units exceeded the need for housing.
High population increases together with migration to urban areas increased the needs for housing especially in the urban areas, and the gap was filled by housing provision of private entrepreneurs. The number of buildings constructed points out an impressive performance of those private entrepreneurs resulting in substantial growth of the housing stock. Turkey was able to generate a well developed housing industry in terms of number of units annually produced. In subsequent three years (1993) (1994) (1995) for instance, more than half a million units were annually produced (Sarıoğlu, et.al. 2007 ) and as Balamir (1982) argues, the number of units exceeded the need for housing. It is relevant to note that none of these were public investments. It is also significant to note that the construction statistics of Turkey only comprise the authorized buildings; therefore the actual figures are higher than the given ones (21). 21. This performance is especially relevant when compared to construction statistics of several developed countries as well. See Balamir (1996, 336) for further discussion.
These figures are significant to evaluate regarding the number of households: when examined with respect to the number of households (Figure 2 ), the growth of the housing stock proves to provide an average of 20 % surplus housing in short periods, disregarding the spatial variances. This is more than the ratio of 3-4 % which could be accepted as the needed surplus for mobility in a housing stock (Balamir, 2002, 68) .
The majority of building constructions has been apartment blocks since it also dominates the total housing construction in Turkey (22) .When compared with the number of households, this performance reveals that there is now excess supply of housing in urban Turkey.
Increases in the number of Hhs and dwelling units have been parallel to each other until 1990s after which number of dwellings increased at higher rates. This led to formation of a surplus of housing. Beginning from 2005, however, opposite trends are observed in the increase rates which points out the gap between number of households and dwelling units will widen.
It was argued that housing stock characteristics do not adequately match the needs of households which may be argued to lower the residential satisfaction of households as well as efficient use of the housing stock by either under utilization or over crowding (Sarıoğlu, 2007 , Sarıoğlu et al. 2007 . Therefore, the growth of housing stock was not sufficient to meet all the need and could not prevent the formation of "unauthorized housinggecekondu" which appeared to be the only way for especially low income population who newly migrated to big cities. Unauthorized housing was also developed as high rise blocks in Turkey. The latter involved employment of professional builders and more substantial investments than in gecekondu (Balamir, 1996a, 338) .
Within these processes, as the households, entrepreneurs, construction firms developed methods to meet the housing demand; administrations continued their passive roles in Turkey. That solutions are already being developed by actors in the housing system was interpreted by administrations as a satisfactory rationale to go on with the same attitude rather than to take the responsibility. The two major exceptions can be considered to be the foundation of Housing Development Administration in 1984 which constructed 43,145 dwelling units and financed construction (Updated from Balamir, 2002, 338 (23) In addition to owner occupation ambitions and relevant share of private renting, the housing in Turkey has a significant third component: unauthorized housing. Mainly in metropolitan cities, low income groups had developed illegal processes like "gecekondu (built overnight)" which can be defined simply by appropriation of land without the permission of the right holders, and building rapid and cheap housing on it violating all development controls. Especially in the outskirts of larger cities, deprived of infrastructural facilities, at most 2 storey gecekondu became the prevalent housing type. Gecekondu, in the beginning, was undertaken by low income migrants. Governments ignored this illegal practice for years, firstly because households, who were really in desperate need of accommodation had resorted to it as a remedy, and secondly because this process masked the inadequacy of governments in housing. With the enactment of subsequent gecekondu amnesties gecekondu could be legalized and turned out to be a primitive housing provision process, organized by profit seeking groups. The dominant understanding that "if a household waits sufficient time living in a gecekondu, there is always a positive rate of return in monetary terms and the title is got in the end". This process lost its innocence in time and became a major problem which governments could not solve. The problems related to gecekondu can fall out of the scope of this paper since they involve identity issues, environmental and spatial quality, infrastructural inadequacies, poverty issues etc. However, this paper will include gecekondu from the perspective of becoming home owners; it is accepted as a distinct tenure type in the sense that it provides its occupant the use of the dwelling like an owner, without paying rent, but for an uncertain period. The end of the process is not known; after the demolishment, the occupant may either become an authorized owner or a seldom homeless.
b. The Netherlands
In the Netherlands, housing has traditionally been considered as a 'need' which should be undertaken by the state rather than an issue which could be solved within the market mechanisms. Its social housing stock has been one of the largest ones in Europe: 45 % of the all housing stock is social housing (WBO, 2002) . Positions of two basic tenure types, namely owner occupancy and renting, are quite supportive to each other when compared to Turkey. Further, since the country did not experience rapid (Sarıoğlu, et. al, 2007) .
In the Netherlands, after the Second World War, there was a substantial housing need. The shortage was estimated to be of 300,000 dwelling units according to the 1947 Census of population. The situation was worsened as a result of the rapid growth in the number of households. Therefore, 'quality' was not a primary concern for the state at that time, since the urgent need was for a shelter (Aedes, 2003) .
Newly built dwellings of the period were, due to the price constraints, small, typical duplexes and low rise flats with shared stairwells (Boelhouwer, 2002) . In the post war period, up to 1970s, the rented sector dominated the newly built dwellings in the Netherlands (Figure 3) .
The growth of the housing stock has a slow pace in terms of number of units produced when compared to Turkey (Figure 4) . The gap between number of households and number of dwelling units furthermore is significantly smaller. This represents a relatively better matching between housing stock and households in the Dutch case.
The comparison of the two housing stocks reveals that there are decreases and increases in the number of units annually produced, depending on the socio-economic circumstances of the countries. Due to the large total population difference, the total number of dwelling units is 12,214,000 in Turkey (2006) and 7,043,212 (29) in the Netherlands in 2008.
As the figures reveal, the primary role of the government in housing continued until 1990s. By the beginning of 1980s, there were liberalization movements in Europe; yet, the major changes in Dutch housing system could begin only after the 1990s. Unlike other Western countries, total expenditure of government in housing kept increasing in the period 1970-1990 (Boelhouwer and Van der Heijden; 1992) . With the introduction of 'Housing in the nineties', in 1989, the role of central governments was lessened via decentralization of several responsibilities to municipalities and housing associations (Dileman and van Kempen, 1994) . This white paper pointed more liabilities to landlords and consumers in a more 28. The scale of Figure 4 is deliberately enlarged to 1100 on the y axis to in order to make it comparable with Figure 2 . It is significant to note that Turkish one represents only urban Hhs and dwelling units considering the comparatively lower ratio of urbanizaiton in the country. business like environment. Additionally, the rules and regulations were simplified which emphasized the desire of the government for deregulation in housing (30). It was afterwards that the role of government in housing began questioning. The ongoing concept of merit good understanding for housing lost its validity (Boelhouwer, 2002) . It was no more necessary for the central government to play its primary role in the housing market (Vrom, 1997). The first reason in this policy change was that policy goal in subsidizing housing made governments take heavy financial burdens which would no more be economically defended (Vrom, 1997). Secondly, housing has become a problem of 'quality' rather than 'quantity'. To put in other words, the policies implemented for almost 50 years had achieved the goal and eliminated the problem of housing shortage. The stock has almost increased 3.5 times after the war from a total of 2,126,000 dwelling units to 6,626,900 units ( Table 3 ).
In the beginning of 2000s, Housing in the 21st Century was introduced. This housing memorandum emphasized the freedom of choice of individuals in their housing without damaging the social justice (31). Yet, it was highly criticized by scholars who denoted that housing memorandum is not coherent in saying that "A greater say to the households is given" (Priemus, (2001a); Boelhouwer, 2002) . These scholars believe that there is still not a tenure-neutral housing policy in the Netherlands. According to them, when the income is high, governments favor owner occupation and when the income is lower renters are over-supported. This means that rather than the choice of the households about their housing, it is the government that already makes the choice from the beginning.
Yet, it can be stated that recent Dutch housing policy mainly rests on respecting the individualization of society and their changing housing preferences, promotion of owner occupation and increasing urban quality. Private entrepreneurs are supported to get more responsibilities and more attention is devoted to increase green and blue in urban areas (Heins, 2005) . In the Netherlands, public rental housing has been the distinctive feature of housing. Like Turkey, rural ownership ratio is higher than urban ratio: 71 % in rural areas, whereas only 53 % in urban Netherlands (WBO, 2002) .
HOUSING FINANCE IN THE TWO COUNTRIES (32)
In macro economic terms, the Netherlands is a more developed country when compared to Turkey. mortgage is to have an employment contract. Several mortgages include insurance premiums. The mortgage alternatives are so diversified that it takes quite a time to decide on which type of mortgage is the best for the household. Thus, there are also mortgage advisers who help the households in this decision. The contract about mortgage is generally for 30 years, longer than the inflationary Turkish case where the prevalent term is only 10 years. When households face financial difficulties, NHG may be consulted for financial assistance. This type of an institution does not exist in the Turkish mortgage system. This type of a system was possible not only because of administrative policies towards housing but also due to more stable macro conditions and low inflation rates. As the Table 4 demonstrates, in the Netherlands inflation rates never exceeded 15 % even during or after the Second World War.
However, this strong and diversified mortgage system was also criticized on the grounds that the policy of tax deduction of mortgage interest rates could not lead affordable access to owner-occupation rather than that the result in the housing market was increase in house price inflation (Grius, 2008) (34) . Anyhow, the Dutch mortgage system offers more options to households and open paths for OO when compared to the Turkish case where only recently the law on housing finance has been enacted. The above review on the Dutch mortgage system reveals that in the Netherlands, in addition to public renting opportunities offerred, there is a supporting financial system for owner occupation as well. In Turkey, however, due to the high inflation and interest rates experienced, it was impossible to develop a housing finance system for decades.
Between 1990 and 2006, average annual inflation rate was 57 % for Turkey, whereas for the same period the figure was only 2 % for the Netherlands (35). Figures indicate that both countries experienced radically distinct macro economic conditions which favoured a mortgage system in the Netherlands which prevented in Turkey. In Turkey, banks did offer credits for the purchase of a house. These were not of efficient to use. While European households were able to become home owners by getting mortgage credits, entry to home ownership profiles have been observed distinctly in Turkey. The absence of mortgage system has been a major issue in Turkish housing system for decades. Due to the high inflation and interest rates experienced, it was impossible to develop a housing finance system. Banks did offer credits for the purchase of house however, these were not efficient to use. While European households were able to become home owners by getting mortgage credits, distinct entry to home ownership profiles have been observed in Turkey.
As the study of CMB (Capital Markets Board of Turkey) (2005) points out, of all the home owners, only 3 % used credits from financial institutions for their purchases in Turkey. Rather, in the absence of mortgage law, the parental resources used to be more significant in buying a home in Turkey. In March 2007, finally, Law on Housing Finance was enacted. This law is actually a compilation of several items from related laws. With this law, in addition to banks, leasing companies and consumer finance companies (non-bank institutions) which are found eligible to operate in housing finance by the Banking Regulation and Supervision Agency (BRSA) can also lend money to households, both variable and fixed rates are possible in the purchase of house (Sarıoğlu, 2007) .
Turkish mortgage law appears to be a compilation of related items from different laws for an ordinary "consumer good": housing. Disregarding social aspects, home is just considered as a good which is sold in the market. The positive effects will possibly be that firstly, it will help to decrease unauthorized houses by compulsory incorporation of occupancy permit and secondly, statutory obligation for disaster insurance will decrease the number of un-insured houses. The law does not have priorities for lower income groups therefore whether further penetration to the lower end will be possible is a question mark. The effects of this law on the market can be evaluated in time, yet it is expected that future adjustments will be inevitable for a more effective housing finance system (Sarıoğlu, 2007).
EHOPS a. EHOPs in Turkey
Unsatisfactory housing policies in Turkey were substituted by real market processes resulting in dominance of home ownership. In the absence of a housing finance system, households could become home owners in a set of profiles. These profiles represent the dynamics of home ownership experienced in Turkey and help to understand how households could access the required capital sources in becoming home owners. In order to develop more efficient housing policies, the following groups and associated processes should be examined as a valuable policy instrument. Although there are theoretical profiles generalized in entry to home ownership (EHO) cross countries, these profiles do differ considerably depending on the socio-cultural and historical processes, political and demographic patterns. Considering that becoming a home owner is one of the biggest purchases of a household, it is strongly related with access to capital. In HDA's (Housing Development Administration of Turkey) study (2006, 62) , it was stated that, personal savings is the most frequent source of capital by 76 % share in all housing finance. Within this group, 61.9 % of owner occupiers who did not use credits from financial institutions could become owner occupier by their own savings; 7.2 % by selling previous property; 5.7 % by selling other property and 1.2 % with savings from abroad. Figures reveal that, the absence of a finance system made development of alternative paths to access capital. Therefore, the dynamics of becoming home owner resulted in several profiles which can be grouped as follows:
Inmates: The demographic attributes of the Turkish population indicate that, 15.7 % of the urban and 19.3 % of the whole population are 3 generation households (HBS, 2003) . When considered together with the tenure type, of the all owner occupier Hhs in urban Turkey, 18.5 % is 3 generation Hhs (HBS, 2003) . This is a high ratio indicating that, for those households, housing problem is solved by combining financial resources of grandparents, parents and children in the same dwelling unit. The absence of housing finance systems together with inadequacy of administrations in housing, made households live together in the same dwelling unit in order to decrease costs for 'housing'. In Coleman and Garssen's (2002) terminology, this attitude may be accepted as inclination to economize on space by living with relatives. Thus, this EHO profile is considered to lead to overcrowding in most cases. This frequent way of living is called as inmating in this study referring to 3 generation Hhs owner occupiers.
Occupancy rate (36) (persons per room) figure for inmates is the highest among all household types is 1.61.
In terms of personal space available, measured by unit square meter per person, the group of inmates is found to have overcrowding mostly because inmates have the highest household size. The group of inmates has the highest averages also for dwelling size and number of rooms.
Of all inmates (owner 3 generation Hhs), 49.5 % lives in "house" type dwellings. This is higher not only than those of nucleic families and single parents which have 34.9 % and 37.1 % ratios respectively, but also than the frequency ratio of "house" dwelling type in urban Turkey; 35.04 % (HBS, Inheritors, parental donations and family borrowing: High inflation figures and unstable macro economic conditions made investment value of home ownership significant for many households in Turkey. In the absence of a housing finance system specifically aiming at entry to home ownership, many households could become home owners due to inheritance. Parents' insistent efforts to purchase a house are not only for investment purposes but also for decreasing future housing ambiguities of children.
Becoming a home owner increases saving capacity of a household and makes it easier to buy the second or third ones. In this process, once the household could become a multi-owner, then earning rental income could provide extra saving capacity as well. In the following periods, the children could benefit from parents' ownership. As Kayıket (2003:107-8 ) denotes, in Turkey;
"Most of the beneficiaries are 30 and more aged who already are homeowners This means that the inherited properties may find itself into the market and have impacts on property markets..... It also seems that the third generation successors (mostly grandchildren) may benefit from the inherited property more than their parents (second generation successors), since the age level of inheriting is high".
Related to "inheritors", there is another remark to be made: the group, "Not owner but not paying rent" with a 6.44 % share (2003) ( Table 2) , consists of households who live in the houses owned by relatives or parents. In this sense, they are the most probable future owners of those dwellings (Sarıoğlu, 2007a). even not inmates literally, living in parents' or relatives' housing is a culturally and socially accepted way of becoming home owners in Turkey. This EHO profile could be accepted to be "donation" or "gift" rather than direct inheritance yet it also occurs due to parents' or relatives' already assets.
In addition to inheritors and parental donations, there are those households who borrow from family members, mostly parents, in order to become owner occupiers. The ratio of households who borrowed from family is found to be 10.3 % (HA, 2006, 62) in Turkey revealing the significance of family relations in EHO. By inheritance, donations or borrowing, this path in EHO turned out to be one of the significant EHOPs in Turkey.
Transfers relying on private debts:
The absence of an efficient housing finance system in Turkey was recruited by private and informal debt relations between relatives and acquaintances as well. Considering the high ratio of home ownership in the absence of a housing finance system for decades, scale of private relations in entry to home ownership in Turkey could be believed to be high. In a study of HDA (2006:62) , the amount of private debts in EHO was denoted to be 12.3 %.
Direct purchasers (with existing assets and fortunes-savings):
The ability to buy with own savings and fortunes in Turkey was possible for a number of households. In order to have sufficient wealth to purchase a house directly, previous income history of the parents, already available wealth and saving capacity could be relevant. In urban Turkey, 6.3 % of the all households denoted that they own another dwelling unit other than they inhabit (HBS, 2003) . If not vacant, and not used for seasonal purposes, these units could be rented out for rental income or donated to children making them a member of 'households who are not owners but who do not pay rent' ( Table 2 ). The ratio of Hhs who own another dwelling other than they inhabit could be even higher in reality as the private rental sector is owned only by private Hhs and comprise 28 % of urban housing stock in Turkey. The owners of these rental units must have another dwelling to live in as well. Such asset rich parents and/or relatives could make the next generation "direct purchasers". This profile also represents the relevance of "investment value" of home ownership. If a household is already an owner occupier in the beginning of his housing career, then savings could be possible and it becomes easier to make further fortunes.
Alternatively, direct purchasing could be possible for households with higher saving capacities. In HDA's study (2006, 62) , 61.9 % of owner occupiers who did not use credits, were found to use personal savings in purchase of dwellings. However, many of HDA's programs were envisaged as a way of taking on debt which would lead at least to 'home ownership' (39) although not to immediate 'owner occupation' especially in the former periods. Recent HDA policies put emphasize on provision of housing to households living in that particular city. The absence of housing finance system in Turkey could be overcome by becoming a home owner although not owner occupier. In doing so, households do not primarily consider the proper household-housing matching rather consider this profile as a way of saving capital which could be utilized for owner occupation in future.
Purchasers via Housing
Transfers with market debt programs: Due to high inflation and unstable macro economic conditions, in Turkey, a successful housing finance system could not been developed until 2007. Until that time, available market debt programs could offer credits only for shorter terms and with high interest rates. This made households save as much as possible and get credits for the residual amounts. Only used in this manner, the market debt systems could be beneficial and contributory. Recently enacted law on housing 
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Home ownership, in here, does not refer to owner occupation, unlike the rest of the study.
finance system which extended the maturity of the credit longer and could offer lower interest rates due to favorable macro-economy, still needs further arrangements, yet it will most probably increase home ownership rates (Sarıoğlu, 2007b) . Thus, the share and significance of this entry to home ownership profile is expected to increase in the future.
In 2004, the total amount of housing credits was only 5‰ of GNP, a very low figure when compared to US (53%), EU average (39%) and even Middle East countries (1-22%) (HA, 2006:63) . However, Turkey is assumed to be a significant emerging market in terms of real estate in the near future, accelerated by the enactment of mortgage law. In Housing Finance and Turkey III, a conference held by GYODER (The Association of Real Estate Investment Companies) and CMB (Capital Markets Board of Turkey), it was affirmed that until 2015, the amount of mortgage credits will reach to $ 88.4 billion, comprising 15 % of GNP (Gürlesel, 2006) .
Gecekondu (unauthorized housing):
The absence of intervention in market provision of housing led to the development of unauthorized housing in various forms including gecekondu, especially by the poor for whom the market forces could not generate effective solutions. Gecekondu is a major problem especially in bigger cities of Turkey. In Ankara, for instance, of all households 19.5 % live in gecekondus covering 8306 ha (40) of the city. This is a significant indicator revealing that affordability has been the most relevant issue in Turkey. Considering that gecekondu provides at least an indefinite period of use and an ambiguous possession of a dwelling unit which may possibly end up with ownership, the process has been followed by households who recently migrated to big cities. Due to several amnesties, significant number of gecekondu (Photo 1) dwellers became legal home owners in apartment units under flat ownership (Photo 2).
Cannot afford: Other than these profiles, there is also household who can not afford home ownership. These households could be those for whom authorized procedures could not provide access to ownership either due to low saving capacity or low income of households. In a previous study carried with 1994 HICES (41) data set, of all renters of the urban sample, 30.2 % of Hhs were identified to have affordability problems in Turkey (Taylan, 2003) .
The ratio of each category in EHO may be distinct for various spatial units though it is expected that in urban areas as a whole, the significance of informal and private debt relations together with inheritors and parental donations would be utmost. These 8 groups also vary in terms of the perception and meaning of home ownership. Becoming a home owner may have different meanings for these 8 groups not only in economic but also for social and cultural terms. For lower income groups, for instance, it is expected that home ownership is more of a financial security and status issue. Whereas, for higher income groups, home ownership may be considered more of a natural consequence of the housing careers. The latter is similar to European housing career typology in general terms.
The 8 groups are assumed to differ in terms of general household features. The grouping is already done by considering these differences implicitly: e.g. the gecekondu group consists mostly of low income households who recently migrated to urban areas. However, displaying those variances explicitly could be problematic since not all of these groups can be identified from the same data set. 
HICES stands for Household Income
and Consumption Expenditures Survey of TURKSTAT, a previous form of Household Budget Survey (HBS) which is used in this study.
b. EHOPs in the Netherlands
Dutch housing system is developed in such a way that positions of two basic tenure types, namely 'owner occupancy' and 'renting', are quite supportive to each other when compared to Turkish case. The system subsidizes renting for small, younger or older and lower income groups who are relatively instable. As a result of extensive central housing policies applied for decades, renting still persists as one of the significant tenure types in the country. The system itself made this inevitable; it is cheaper, physically quite good and spatially avaliable in urban areas. Public renting in the Netherlands not only could compete with private renting but also with owner occupancy as well. The socially accepted way of living in public renting made this tenure type relevant in many aspects. For older householders (aged 65 +) renting is the prevaling tenure type (WBO, 2002) . Further, considering that the country did not experience rapid urbanization and unauthorized housing like the Turkish one, the housing policies could be generated and implemented succesfully. The relatively good macro economic conditions and lower inflation ratios did not lead home ownership ambitions. the system could offer alternatives for low income groups (public renting), unstable but moderate income groups (private renting), and high income and stable households (owner occupancy). The significance of inheritors and parantal donations in the Turkish case, would not happen to be frequent in the Dutch case due to already avaliable mortgage system. Similarly, inmating would not be expected to form a relevant EHOP in the Netherlands, because of the differences in household formation processes. As Coleman and Garssen (2002, 454) denote, the three generation households are very exceptional in the Netherlands revealing that the Dutch seem to be disinclined to economize on space by living with their relatives, or indeed with anyone else. Therefore, for the Dutch case, EHO profiles can be grouped as follows:
Transfers with market debt programs: The share and significance of this EHOP is higher than any other EHO in the Netherlands. Of the all owner occupiers in the urban parts of the Netherlands, 75.7% used one mortgage, 13 % used more than one in order to become owner occupier ( Table 7 ).
Recalling that in Turkey of all the home owners, only 3 % used credits from financial institutions for their purchases (CMB, 2005) ; Dutch figures reveal the significance of the mortgage system in the Netherlands. This reveals that housing system and policies strongly influence EHOPs.
Through the Home ownership Guarantee Fund, almost 50% of dwellings bought that fall within the EUR 265,000 limit are financed by "National Mortgage Guarantee (NHG). On average, the fund provides 75,000 guarantees a year. Generally NHG buyers are younger than 35, often double-income couples or single persons, buy existing dwellings more and more, and increasingly opt for an apartment (42). 
Transfers without mortgage:
At column 'Valid percentage', 11.3 % of the current owner occupiers did not use mortgage in the Netherlands in order to purchase their current dwellings (Table 4) . Therefore, the shares of profiles like "inheritors and parental donations", 'transfers relying on private debts' and 'direct purchasers' must add up to 11.3 % in the Netherlands who did not use mortgage in becoming owner occupiers. These are grouped under one profile for the Dutch case: transfers without mortgage.
The WBO does not provide specific information to enable categorization transfers without mortgage. However, further interpretations can be made: In the WBO, there are 2604 households who were owner occupiers in previous dwellings and now also owner occupiers in current dwellings. Of this group, only 4.4 % did not use mortgage in purchase of current dwellings (Table 8) . Therefore, this group represents households who, most probably, used their previous real estate and assets in order to become owner occupiers.
Boat (Waterwonen):
An alternative Dutch way of solving housing problem is households living in boats and caravans. Considering the extensive canal systems, "living on water" turned out to be a Dutch way of housing. Living costs in boats involve mostly monthly mooring cost which is about EUR 200 depending on the size of the boat, water taxes and everyday practical costs which may add up to EUR 1000-3000 a year (43). Living on boats is subject to quite developed rules and regulations; for instance, the distance between boats must be 2m and the distance from a bridge must be 7m (44).
In the WBO data set, only 0.2 % of all owner occupiers live in boats and caravans. This figure does not indicate that it is a significant EHOP and yet, living on boats exists as an alternative tenure form. This EHOP is pretty different from other EHOPs since it does not involve the land related (like being fixed, durable etc) attractiveness of owner occupation. However, it is included in the study since it is a distinct way which households developed and then administrations put rules to regulate in the Netherlands. Like other EHOPs, this one also stems from the socio-economic, spatial and cultural circumstances. As 'gecekondu' type of development could not be expected in the Netherlands, living in boats could not be anticipated for Turkish context. Living in barges is socially and culturally accepted in the Netherlands.
Owner occupation through 'sale of rented dwellings': As a part of recent OO promotion, the administrations aimed to increase the home ownership rate through the sale of public rented dwellings. In WoOn 2006, 5.6 % of all owner occupiers denoted that they were the previous renter of those particular dwellings. In such moves to owner occupation, the move does not bring extra space to the owner and yet, due to personal reinvestments in the dwelling, the physical quality could be improved. The aim was Squatting: It can not be argued that squatting has been a major problem in the Netherlands when compared to Turkey. It is not in the same manner either: Rather than squatting in unoccupied lands and construction of selfbuilt dwelling units, in the Dutch case, squatting is living in unoccupied dwelling units in already built up areas of cities. It is not a priority issue and yet there are concerns to forbid. Policies against squatting are based on prevention of un-occupied stock which is not desired from the perspective of neighborhood quality as well (46). Further, squatting in the Netherlands is more a way of solving the shelter problem and not leads to getting the property title and becoming owner occupiers as in the Turkish case.
Cannot afford: In addition to these profiles, there is household who can not afford home ownership in the Netherlands. Although affordability is still a significant issue in many countries, with increasing policies towards the promotion of home ownership and housing funds, specific groups are identified as target groups. In the Netherlands, there is a specific fund developed as a part of housing funds. "Fund for Starters" aims at activating municipalities to develop a policy to solve present problems of "starters" (first-time buyers) in the housing market to find a dwelling of their own (47).
In Rabobank's (2008, 3) recent study (48), a slight deterioration of affordability is expected for 2008, followed by stabilization at a low level in 2009 which will make it even more difficult for first-time buyers to gain a foothold on the property ladder. This stems mainly from increases in both money and capital market interest rates which had a negative impact on the affordability of purchasing a house in the Netherlands. 
c. Householder age in EHO: A comparison for current owner occupiers in urban Turkey and the Netherlands
In the absence of retrospective data on Hh-housing characteristics, HHh age provides significant explanation for EHO. Thus, the analysis on EHO is deepened by calculating the average EHO age for the two countries. The available data sets in both countries have the variables of "purchase year of that particular dwelling" (49) and HHh age. By a simple computation of subtraction;
(Purchase year) -(Birth year of HHh)= Hh's EHO_age age of HHh in becoming owner occupier in that dwelling can be calculated. This age gives however at what age the HHh became the owner of that particular dwelling, ie., it does not necessarily imply first owner occupation. Yet, this figure can be accepted to be a relevant comparative indicator for EHO age especially if the HHh is young.
In order to have a better explanation, from the two data sets another variable is recoded: EHO (50) . This is the value calculated by;
Year of Data-(Duration in that dwelling) -(Purchase year) = EHO EHO is grouped into three in order to get an index: EHOI:
If the EHOI value equals to 0, then this indicates owner occupation; the household purchased the dwelling and began living there at the same time.
If the EHOI is + (higher than 0; such as in the example given in footnote), then it means that Hh was already owner of that dwelling yet s/he began living in there later than the actual ownership date. In other words, s/ he is home owner since 1967 but owner occupier since 1973. This could happen, most probably, if the dwelling bought was under construction in the purchase date. Thus, households have to wait until the dwelling is completed. Alternatively, the deed is transformed to the household in advance, and yet moving may be possible after some time. This may happen when for instance parents transform the deed to their children but continue living in the dwelling mentioned as a part of usufruct right.
If the EHOI is -(lower than 0), then it means that Hh was already an inmate in that dwelling or not a separate household at the time, most probably living with his/ her parents. In the process he/she became the owner occupier via inheritance or donation.
To give some descriptive numbers of EHO_ age and EHOI for Turkey and the Netherlands:
In urban Turkey, of the EHOI sample, 60.8 % bought housing units and began living in those units at the same time. This group of households may fall into the EHOPs of Transfers relying on private debts, Direct purchasers (with own savings and fortunes), Transfers with market debt program and/or inheritance. 22.5 % of the EHOI sample, however, most probably bought from the new stock and had to wait until the dwellings were completed. This group represents also the waiting time for home owners in order to become owner occupiers. In Turkey, this is 3.93 years. In other words, households on average wait 3.93 years, as home owners until they become owner occupiers. Thirdly, 2.9 % of the owner occupiers in Turkey were initially inmates and yet finally became the owner occupiers in the process. They begin housing careers as owner occupiers prior than other households. Households within this group become owner occupiers as soon as they form their separate households.
In the Netherlands, as well, the "EHOI: 0" group is the most significant one. By 78.7 % ratio, this mostly indicates the transfers with mortgage. 7.5 % of the EHOI sample, however, has to wait some time in order to become owner occupiers. On average, this is 2.42 years, lower than Turkey, meaning that Dutch households spend 2.42 years as home owners, but non owner occupiers, before they move to their own dwellings (or the title is transferred to them). Lastly, 1.9 % of the Dutch owner occupiers were initially inmates or 'not a separate households' (for the Dutch context) and yet, finally became owner occupiers in the process. In this case, household is already owner occupier, before forming his seperate household.
The average EHO-ages for both countries are close to each other: 36.79 for Turkey and 34.95 for the Netherlands. EHO-Age group frequencies, demonstrated in Figure 5 , are also similar; Households who became owner occupiers younger than 20 age cohort (Eho_age) for instance is 2.6 % in Turkey and 1.8 % in the Netherlands. This similarity is also valid for 31-40 Eho-Age groups: 34.8 % and 33.8 % respectively.
A major difference is observed for 21-30 EHO_age group. While 40.2 % of current Dutch owner occupiers entered OO when they were 21-30 age years old, in Turkey, this ratio is 29 %. For Turkey, the most significant age category is 31-40 meaning that of the all current owner occupiers in Turkey, 34.8 % became owner occupiers when they were 31-40, on average ten years later than the Dutch households. This finding supports the previous discussions of "late ownership" for Turkey (Sarıoğlu, 2000; . distributions. Although Turkey is characterized by a younger population, due to the late Hh formation process, ratio of Hhs in the 21-30 age group is relatively small (4.8 %) when compared to the Netherlands (13.7%).
A final remark could be made depending on the average age of marriages in the two countries (26.1 in Turkey, 36.3 in the Netherlands for males). Assume that each man at 26 year old in Turkey will constitute separate Hh. This means 6.410.891 (51) new Hhs will be formed based on only marriage and 6.410.891 dwellings will be needed accordingly in the next 10 years. The demand of these new Hhs could be smaller units, like 2 room units. Yet, considering the Eho_age identified for Turkey, they will become owner occupiers in ten years. EHO flows were found to bring extra space in 65 % of the moves in Turkey (Ankara) (Sarıoğlu, 2009 ). This means within ten years period, more than half of these Hhs will move to larger dwellings. This could require completion of 6.4 million units of which 4.167.079 dwellings are more than 2 rooms in 10 years.
For the Netherlands, a similar discussion could also be made. Here, rather than the age of marriage, age of 18 is assumed to be the initial Hh formation age. Accordingly, in 10 years 2.000.000 (52) new Hhs could be formed as the age of persons reaches 18, requiring that amount of smaller units in the stock. EHO age identified is 34 for the Netherlands, thus within 16 years they would possible realize EHO move. EHO in the Netherlands Processed from (HBS, 2003) and (WBO, 2002 (ROA) is found to bring extra space in all cases (100 %) (Sarıoğlu, 2009), therefore, 2 million larger units will be needed within 16 years.
Assume the opposite figures were valid for the two countries (like, 18 age for Hh formation in Turkey and 26 for the Netherlands). In that case, in Turkey 6.508.090 new Hhs would be formed and until they become 34, they would become owner occupiers by moving to larger dwellings: 6.508.090 dwellings of two rooms at first, eventually larger 6.508.090 owner occupied dwellings in 16 years (almost 2.5 million more dwellings would be required when compared to the initial example). In the Netherlands, 1.000.700 two room dwellings at first would be necessary, in ten years until they become owner occupiers more room or larger 650.455 owner occupied units would be demanded (compare with 2 million units of the first example).
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Depending on the descriptive and historical examination of the cases, EHO profiles were developed in order to reveal how households have become owner occupiers in Turkey and the Netherlands. For Turkey EHOPs identified are inmates; inheritors, parental donations and family borrowing; transfers relying on private debts; direct purchasers (with own savings and fortunes); purchasers via Housing Administration (HA); transfers with market debt program; gecekondu (unauthorized housing) and cannot afford.
EHOPs defined for Turkey mostly reflect the absence of state support in housing provision. They are generally individualistic efforts developed by private relations. Only exceptions are EHOPs of purchasers via Housing Administration (HA) and transfers with market debt program. In the Netherlands, EHOPs identified are transfers with market debt programs; transfers without mortgage; boat (waterwonen); owner occupation through buying the social rented dwelling; squatting and cannot afford. These EHOPs strongly reflect the effects of strong government regulation implemented extensively in the country.
Entry to home-ownership, like many other housing issues, is strongly related to socio-economic circumstances of the countries and the housing policies developed. When EHOPs are determined for countries, it becomes easy, firstly to understand what the system has led to, and secondly, to develop/modify policies in accordance.
Inmates in Turkey, for instance, stems mainly from the Turkish household formation process in which living together with parents and even grandparents is socially and culturally accepted. And yet, it is also because there was not an extensive housing finance system, until 2007, which offers credits for long periods of time. Therefore, households attempted to decrease housing costs by living together in larger households leading to overcrowding. When the situation is comprehended in this manner, administrations could be more successful in developing housing policies. In the instance of inmates, the problem of overcrowding could be solved either by bettering of housing finance system (like making inmates a special and priority group) or offering them larger dwellings units, say with more rooms, where overcrowding would no longer be a problem. While the former policy modification would enable more privatization/ individualization to households, the latter would solve the problem by keeping the current household size and living habits.
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In the Dutch case, EHOP of transfers with mortgages is found to be the strongest, since in a country where housing has been evaluated as one of the most significant intervention domains of administrations, comprehensive policies including housing finance would certainly be provided. Not surprisingly, the Dutch administrations, though favored renting more in the immediate post-war period, developed also a mortgage system answering demands of those who want to become owner occupiers. The alternatives in the system are complementary to each other and households are not forced to find other alternatives to access capital, unlike the Turkish case.
The EHO Index developed and the figures represented are mostly simple efforts to categorize the entry to home ownership process in the two countries. A better comprehension can be acquired when the findings are examined with reference to household head age frequencies and by utilizing retro respective data sets. However, the study could be accepted to highlight that housing system and demographic differences the two countries have relevant repercussions in the outcomes. From another perspective, this can be annotated like, when "entry to home ownership" is taken as a single coherent issue in a housing system, policies could be developed more efficiently and many other entities of housing systems (like household features and housing stock attributes) could be manipulated since they are implicitly involved in EHO process.
